Introduction
Every manager knows that business runs better when people within an organization know and trust one another -deals move faster and more smoothly, teams are more productive, people learn more quickly and perform with more creativity. Strong relationships are vital in organizations . Most of the studies on entrepreneurship have concentrated on personal characteristics of entrepreneurs, but fail to recognize social capital (SC) and trust-related aspects during entrepreneurial activities (Ulhoi, 2005) . Besides, nowadays the most important asset for knowledge workers is not their current capabilities (human capital), knowledge, or intellectual prowess as they are often led to believe when hired, but their relationships with others that support the use and understanding of their knowledge.
In the past, a ''knowledge'' worker was hired or developed around the requisite knowledge. Increasingly, significant contributions to organizational success require knowledge that is too vast and complex for one individual or functional area to possess. Effective knowledge workers realize that developing an extensive and diverse network of relationships is key to their ability to contribute to the organization (Tymon and Stumpf, 2003) . The concepts of corporate entrepreneurship and SC are brought together in the work of Chung and Gibbons (1997) . While their work provides some insight into the importance of SC for corporate entrepreneurship the econometric approach adopted by Chung and Gibbons does little to identify the social processes associated with such activities (Jones, 2002) . This paper represents an attempt to integrate the concept of intrapreneurship with the literature on SC by examining the role of SC in intrapreneurship.
trust through the bonding of actors, as well as by bridging external networks in order to provide resources (Adler and Kwon, 2002; Putnam, 2000) , as depicted in Figure 1 . SC as a concept has its roots in the field of sociology, being largely applied to describe organizational effects developed through socially derived connections in the broader communities, societies, and cultures (Baker, 2001; Nahapiet and Ghoshal, 1998) . As an organizational phenomenon, SC has received comparatively less attention, although Nahapiet and Ghoshal (1998) described mechanisms by which SC can facilitate the intellectual capability of firms. Organizational SC is realized through members' levels of collective goal orientation and shared trust, which create value by facilitating successful collective action. Organizational SC is an asset that can benefit both organization (e.g., creation value for shareholders) and its members (e.g., enhancing employee skills) (Leana and Van Buren, 1999) . We define members as individual who have an employment relationship with the firm.
With so many forms of capital, why would SC become important and be more critical to success in the following years? The financial markets are as powerful as ever. Investments in human capital -through education and training -have never been higher. Intellectual and knowledge capital -including information technologies -are growth industries. Why would the development and leverage of SC distinguish the best intrapreneurial organizations from their competitors? Through an exploration of different forms of capital, Tymon and Stumpf (2003) identified the attributes of SC that make it worthy of attention and future study (see Table I ).
Based on Tymon and Stumpf (2003) article that identified distinct attributes of SC in the success of knowledge workers, in this article we have considered SC in intrapreneurial organization and subsequently discuss the advantages of SC to intrapreneurs and their organization by focusing on the distinguishing attributes of SC relative to the other forms of capital. The attributes are: Source: Tymon and Stumpf (2003) B Transferability. SC cannot be directly transferred to another. One can help build another network of relationships, but a direct transfer on one's relationship is not possible as it is with the transfer of physical, financial, and knowledge capital. This suggests that the breadth, depth, and non-transferability of intrapreneurs' SC are the key sources of strength (and power) in intrapreneurial organizations.
B Controllability. Organizations can provide intrapreneurs with financial resources to develop SC (e.g. expense accounts for entertainment), and they can organize activities to facilitate relationship building (e.g. outward-bound activities, off-site sessions, team-building activities, project activity). But, it is up to the individuals to build personal relationships that are valued by both parties; organizations cannot give them SC.
Developing an extensive network of relationships requires interpersonal skills and a personal desire on the part of intrapreneurs. The interpersonal skills required to develop a broad network of relationships are often overlooked or taken for granted; yet the need for these skills is ever present and real.
B Fungibility. This refers to the extent to which one form of capital can be used as a direct substitute for another, SC is difficult to transfer (e.g. a strong relationship with one customer is difficult to transfer to another customer), or use as a direct substitute for other forms of capital (Tymon and Stumpf, 2003) . Hence, those intrapreneurs who possess SC have a more distinct and less flexible asset than those who possess financial capital or other capitals.
B Entropic. SC is highly entropic, as is human capital. Both require significant investment to create, maintain, and enhance their value. In the case of SC, relationships will fade and people may be forgotten if periodic energy is not put back into the relationship. An entrepreneur's SC is much like an expanding spider web. Each node in the web of relationships must be initiated and maintained.
The final attribute of SC is that it is highly synergistic, of all the types of capital; SC has the greatest potential to create synergy with other forms of capital. Skilled intrapreneurs with an extensive, diverse, and strong network of relationships have at their disposal an inimitable resource. So, intrapreneurial organizations can take advantage by having this kind of capital, because SC provides significant advantages to the individual and the firm consistent with the resource-based view of competitive advantage (Barney, 1997) . In this view, costly to imitate, rare, and valuable resources such as SC constitute the basis for sustained superior performance.
Also, SC reduces transaction costs by developing regularity and standards of conduct within a network and promotes mutual cooperation and knowledge exchange and creation. SC can determine the quality of network relationships. At the same time, SC has a negative as well as a positive function. Thus, entrepreneurs need to be aware of the nature of SC in the relevant context (Yamada, 2004) .
As a set of relationships, SC has many different categories. In this study we adopted Lock Lee's (2005) , and Stone's (2001) categorization of two clusters: the structural, and the cognitive dimensions of SC. The two dimensions of SC are not mutually exclusive, and in fact, they may be highly interrelated. Figure 2 summarizes SC measurement schemes derived from the literature (Stone, 2001; Lock Lee, 2005) .
SC measures have two dimensions: structure and quality. The quality of social relations can be divided into social trust, which is personal and institutional trust that works at an organizational level. Reciprocity refers to ''in-kind'' exchanges that are not necessarily economically based, typically ''returned favors.'' The structural network measures are based on measuring connections. Survey respondents are typically asked whom they connect or interact with (i.e. nominate their ''ties''). Often, the relative strength of a tie, e.g. strong, moderate, or weak, is also collected.
Theory of intrapreneurship
Continuing globalization and hence increasing competition raises the need to encourage and establish intra-corporate entrepreneurship to remain competitiveness. Intrapreneurship helps to face the complexity provoked by globalization (Christian et al., 2006) . Entrepreneurship is considered to be a vital component in the process of economic growth and development (Maes, 2003) . Intrapreneurship is a concept linked to the entrepreneurial orientation of an organization. It has its roots in entrepreneurship literature, even though intrapreneurship as a concept has lately been positioned also in the management literature (Antoncic and Hisrich, 2003) . Intrapreneurship is important for organizational survival, growth, profitability, and renewal (Zahra, 1995 (Zahra, , 1996 , especially in larger organizations. It seems that different kinds of organizations are eagerly promoting entrepreneurial activities within their staff and management teams.
There are a number of factors that are prerequisite to intrapreneurial success; Hornsby et al. (1993) list them as below:
B Management support, or encouragement of innovation through the rapid adoption of novel ideas, recognition of and provision of capital for experimental projects and product champions B Autonomy/work discretion, which refers to autonomy in work design with no penalties for experimentation;
B Rewards/reinforcement, wherein the reward system is restructured to recognize true achievement and the acceptance of increasingly challenging tasks;
B Time availability, with work allocated in such a way that time constraints are flexible enough to permit persons to work with others on long-term problem solving;
B Organizational boundaries, which represents rising above the narrow confines of day-to-day task completion to focus on producing novel solutions to broad, fundamental problems.
According to Fry (2003) , to promote intrapreneurship within a company management needs to foster trust so that intrapreneurial employees are willing to approach their executives with their ideas and will be respected and given full credit for their work. A corporate culture, known to be intrapreneurship-friendly, is likely to attract talented innovative people thus nurturing a company's competitive advantage in human resources.
Intrapreneurship has many different kinds of categorizations and dimensions. In this research the authors adopted Antoncic and Hisrich's (2003) eight dimensions. Table II summarizes intrapreneurship measurement schemes.
Antecedents of intrapreneurship. Based on the literature on intrapreneurship, Antoncic (2007) has identified two main sets of antecedents for intrapreneurship: one pertains to the external environment of the firm, the other to its organizational characteristics. In this article our focus is on organizational side of intrapreneurship.
Figure 2 Social capital measurement framework
Previous studies focused on characteristics of intra-organizational environments that could represent stimulants or impediments for Intrapreneurship development (Souder, 1981; Kanter, 1984; Pinchot, 1985; Luchsinger and Bagby, 1987; Hornsby et al., 1993; Antoncic and Hisrich, 2001; Antoncic and Zorn, 2004) . Organizational characteristics (communication openness, control mechanisms, environmental scanning intensity, organizational and management support, and organizational values) compose the second group of predictors of Intrapreneurship (Antoncic, 2007) .
In this study the importance of organizational SC for intrapreneurship is a central theme. SC consists of networks of social relations, which are characterized by norms of trust and reciprocity. Combined, it is these elements, which enable people to act for mutual benefit (Lochner et al., 1999; Winter, 2000) ; it is ''the quality of social relationships between individuals that affect their capacity to address and resolve problems they face in common'' (Stewart-Weeks and Richardson, 1998). SC can be understood as a resource to collective action, which may lead to a broad range of outcomes The benefits of SC for the sharing of knowledge are frequently emphasized in the literature (Burt, 1997; Kostava and Roth, 2003; Nahapiet and Ghoshal, 1998; Tsai, 2000) . SC increases information flows (Chinying Lang, 2004; Coleman, 1988) that can expected to be positively related to intrapreneurship (Chadam and Pastuszak, 2005; Lesjak and Vehovar, 2005; Wong, 2005) Communication quality and quantity can be essential for successful intrapreneurial initiation and implementation (Peters and Waterman, 1982; Zahra, 1991) . Trust is a key component of SC that lies at the core of SC (Stone, 2001 ) when trust is developed; the relationship takes on longer lasting qualities, and thereby requires less maintenance. Indeed, with those you trust and who trust you, years can pass with minimal interaction and the relationship remains strong (Tymon and Stumpf, 2003) . Strong relationship and communication (as a means of information sharing and empowerment) can be considered a critical element for innovation (Kanter, 1984; Pinchot, 1985) . Prusak and Cohen (2001) argue that enabling trust must be a Schollhammer (1982) , Covin and Slevin (1991) , Zahra (1993) , Damanpour (1996) , Burgelman and Rosenbloom (1997) , Knight (1997) Process innovativeness Innovations in production procedures and techniques Schollhammer (1982) , Covin and Slevin (1991) , Zahra (1993 ) Damanpour (1996 , Burgelman and Rosenbloom (1997) , Knight (1997), Tushman and Anderson (1997) Self-renewal Strategy reformulation, reorganization and organizational change Guth and Ginsberg (1990) , Zahra (1991 , 1993 ) Stopford and Baden-Fuller (1994 , Muzyka et al. (1995) , Sharma and Chrisman (1999) 
Risk taking
Possibility of loss related to quickness in taking bold actions and committing resources in the pursuit of new opportunities Mintzberg (1973) , Khandwalla (1977) , Miles and Snow (1978) , Covin and Slevin (1986 , 1991 , Stopford and Baden-Fuller (1994) , Dess et al. (1997) , Lumpkin (1998) 
Proactiveness
Top management orientation for pioneering and initiative taking Slevin (1986, 1991) , Venkatraman (1989) , Stopford and Baden-Fuller (1994) , Lumpkin and Dess (1996, 1997) , Dess et al. (1997) , Lumpkin (1998) 
Competitive aggressiveness
Aggressive posturing towards competitors Covin and Slevin (1986 , 1991 ), Miller (1987 , Covin and Covin (1990) , Lumpkin and Dess (1996, 1997) , Knight (1997) , Lumpkin (1998) Source: Antoncic and Hisrich (2003) priority among top managers to build SC in their organizations and to increase organizational effectiveness.
It is expected that intrapreneurship positively relates to SC. The previous studies constitute the foundation of the following primary conceptual model and hypotheses of the research. The theoretical model of intrapreneurship and SC that includes the hypothesized relationships is depicted in Figure 3 .
After defining the constructs involved, the next logical step in the process is to set the hypotheses to be tested afterward in the study:
H1. SC has a positive impact on intrapreneurship.
H1-1. The greater the cognitive dimension of SC, the higher the level of intrapreneurship.
H1-2. The greater the structural dimension of SC, the higher the level of intrapreneurship.
Methodology
The methodology will be discussed in terms of sampling and data collection, measurement instrument, reliability and construct validity of questionnaire and data analysis.
Sampling and data collection
The study uses data collected from a manufacturing company (a train manufacturer) in Iran. Data collection was carried out in the form of structured questionnaires. Managers of company, participated in this study, filled in a questionnaire consisting of 40 items -sample size was 86 from 151 managers.
Most items in the questionnaire were measured using five-point Likert Scales. Items from the SC relevant to cognitive dimension or quality of social relations (reciprocity and trust), and structural dimension or structure of social relations (type, structural, relational), and items from the intrapreneurship relevant to eight dimensions (refer to Table II) .
Reliability and validity
The collected data were subjected to principal factor analysis (Tables III and IV) with the Varimax procedure to verify the number of different dimensions of the constructs related to SC and intrapreneurship and to reduce the number of items to a more manageable number.
Figure 3 Preliminary model
Exploratory factor analysis was conducted using the number of factors that were expected by the theory (for example eight factors for intrapreneurship construct)
Comparing the construct items group together to the expected grouping by dimension, poorly fitting items were excluded, or in exceptional cases moved to another dimension. Using rotated matrix (Varimax) for intrapreneurship, four detected factors (instead of eight factors) related to eight dimensions should be moved to four factors; so four items of questionnaire of intrapreneurship were deleted and one of them moved to another group of items (risk taking) and the name of self-renewal, proactiveness and new businesses have been changed to proactiveness in businesses. Finally, items that had high, positive, and significant coefficients were retained. Tables II and III show these four factors. This study departs from the findings of Knight (1997) , who empirically found that risk-taking and competitive aggressiveness should be included in the same dimension with proactiveness.
Conducting principal component analysis for SC, five factors were detected (Table IV) . By using rotated matrix Table VI, poorly fitting items were excluded, or in exceptional cases moved to another dimension. So some items of questionnaire related to SC were omitted and formal and informal items (shown in Figure 2) moved to (what we named it) closeness. Consequently we considered four factors for SC. Additionally, in second order factor analysis, two factors identified for SC (shown in Figure 4 ).
In this study, reliability tests were performed using Cronbach's alpha coefficient to estimate quantified consistency of the questionnaire. The Cronbach's alpha coefficient for SC was 0.837, and for intrapreneurship was 0.838.
Data analysis
In this analysis, structural equation modeling was used, because it is considered very useful. Based on the literature and exploratory factor analysis we designed new model as shown in Figure 4 .
The assumption in exploratory factor analysis is that the covariances between observed variables can be explained by a smaller number of latent factors (shown in Tables II-V) . There is no hypothesis about the number of underlying factors or the relationships between the latent factors and observed variables. The aim is to discover these by loading all variables on all factors. By contrast, in confirmatory factor analysis the path diagram in Figure 4 represents a clear hypothesis about the factor structure. There are now two other aims as follows:
1. we assess the fit of the model; and 2. we estimate all the parameters, i.e. the factor loadings, the variances and covariances, the residual error variances of the observed variables.
For each factor it is also necessary to fix one loading to the value one in order to give the latent factor an interpretable scale. This is because the loadings are a function of the variance or the latent factor, and the latent factor is also a function of the loadings and so we cannot simultaneously estimate unique values for all these. One solution is to fix the variance of all factors to one factor and then estimate all factor loadings. (Lisrel does this by default), in this study Lisrel fixed ''innovativeness'' which is shown in the model in Figure 4 by pale arrow. Cognitive and structural factors are manifest factors (latent factors) of SC, and innovativeness, competitive aggressiveness, proactiveness in business and risk taking are manifest factors of intrapreneurship, gained from factor analysis.
3.3.1 Model fit. Model fit was assessed from using several fit indices such as x 2 , root mean square of approximation (RMSEA), etc. Model fit relates to a degree to which a hypothesized model is consistent with the data at hand -degree to which the implied matrix of covariances (based on hypothesized model) and sample covariance matrix (based on data) fit (Bollen, 1989) . The aim of global fit assessment is to determine the degree to which the model as a whole is consistent with the data gathered. Over the past several years, numerous global fit indices have been developed. Unfortunately, none of them is superior to others. Different authors favor various measures. Diamantopoulos and Siguaw (2000) recommend using several measures and at the same time provide reference values for each of them as presented in Table VII. x 2 and RMSEA are the most wide spread measures of global fit and in our case point at acceptable model-fit. Standardized root mean square residual (standardized RMR) is a fit index calculated from standardized residuals (differences between elements of sample and Figure 4 Conceptual model implied covariance matrix). Goodness-of-fit (GFI) index and adjusted goodness-of-fit (AGFI) index are absolute fit indices, which directly assess how well covariances based on parameter estimates reproduce sample covariances (Gebring and Anderson, 1993) . All of the indices described above lead to a conclusion that the model can be regarded as an appropriate approximation of reality.
3.3.2 Estimate all of the parameters and hypothesis testing. In Lisrel, the estimates are written to the path diagram, as shown in Figure 5 .
In Figure 5 the path diagram of our model (with completely standardized parameter estimates and corresponding t-values) is presented.
In network theory attention is focused on the quality of various ties, including their frequency, intensity, multiplexity and density (Scott, 2000) . Weak ties, as well as strong ties, are often invaluable in providing information and accessing resources (Granovetter, 1985 (Granovetter, , 1973 . The nature of network relations, reciprocity and trust provide a range of opportunities (information, influence, and solidarity) for actors to leverage resources. Based on trust and reciprocity and good network relations, which are the indices of SC employees in an organization, can exchange some more information with one another as well as the tacit knowledge flow in an organization. This knowledge will bring about creativity in an employee, which is so important for innovation; in fact innovation activities are characterized by the exchange of intangible resources with the associated higher levels of uncertainty and risk. As a consequence, tacit knowledge is more likely to be passed between strong ties rather than weaker linkages (Galunic and Moran, 2000) .
On the other hand, having trustful environment can motivate individuals to take risk -bold actions and committing resources -in the pursuit of new opportunities. To do so, organizations will easily enter into new businesses. These are the hypotheses, which are approved in this research. Therefore, the model statistically shows that the SC has significant positive and strong impact on intrapreneurship, which means that the H1 can be considered to have empirical support in data at hand.
In the next step we will discuss about SC and its relationships with its observers (cognitive and structural) and intrapreneurship relationships with its observers (i.e. innovation, risk taking, proactiveness in business, competitive aggressiveness) by using x-model for SC and y-model for intrapreneurship.
3.3.4.1. X-model (SC)). As it is shown in x-model ( Figure 6 ) there is positive relationship between SC and its dimensions (cognitive and structural), the strongest relationship is on structural dimension. (intrapreneurship)). There is positive relationship between intrapreneurship and its dimension (Figure 7 ), the strongest relationship is on innovativeness, this relationship supports and is in consistent with literature of entrepreneurship that is considered innovation as foundation of entrepreneurship (Covin and Miles, 1999) . To comprehend the nature of relationship between intrapreneurship and SC dimensions (cognitive and structural) in a better ways, and enrich our research, we also utilized SPSS (see Table VIII ).
There is a positive relationship between intrapreneurship and dimensions of SC (cognitive and structural), which means that H2 and H3 can be considered to have empirical support based on collected data (refer to Tables VIII and IX) . Note: * Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level
Figure 8 Research model
The strongest relationship is between intrapreneurship and the structural dimension of SC. This is similar to the relationship between SC and its structural dimension, shown in Figure 5 and the x-model.
Conclusions
Intrapreneurship as an individual or organizational level behavioral phenomenon cannot merely be understood in terms of ''personality characteristics'' or in sterile economic terms.
Most of the studies on entrepreneurship have concentrated on personal characteristics of entrepreneurs, importance of the environment and structural and positional characteristics of the entrepreneurs themselves and as a result fail to recognize SC and trust-related aspects in entrepreneurial activities. As a result for this study we considered SC (social activities and social networks) to examine its impact on intrapreneurship. By using construct validity we detected four factors for intrapreneurship (innovation, competitive aggressiveness, Proactiveness in business, risk taking) instead of eight factors (based on Antoncic and Hisrich, 2003) .
Findings indicate that there are positive relationships between SC (and its dimensions i.e. cognitive and structural) and Intrapreneurship. This research also shows that structural dimension of SC is more important than cognitive dimension, and innovation is the most important factor among the other factors.
Managers can make significant improvements in intrapreneurship, and get more competitive advantages by analyzing, nurturing and advancing these SC dimensions (measurement and reward systems can incorporate indices of SC, and the appraisal process can be conducted in such a way as to reinforce the value of SC; expense reimbursement and travel policies can also be used to encourage intrapreneurs broad network of trusted relationships), because of positive impact of SC on intrapreneurship. In addition, it is clear that organizations with intrapreneurial orientations are more likely to grow than organizations that are low in such characteristics.
Implications for theory and practice
Our findings contribute to the SC and intrapreneurship researches in several ways. First, previous research has often focused on a single dimension of SC (such as trust) and measured it (Walker et al., 1997; Burt, 1992) . But we saw it as multidimensional construct, indeed we operationalized two dimensions of SC; results indicate that these dimensions are distinct and have differential effects on intrapreneurship. Second, whereas past research has focused on SC as a macro-level concept (Burt, 1992; Walker et al., 1997) in this study we focused on SC as a micro-level concept. Also our findings show that there is four dimensions for Intrapreneurship, which is somehow, accompany with Antoncic and Hisrich (2001) . These findings are important because they provide empirical support for propositions cited in recent studies. Note: * Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (two-tailed) Organizations that nurture trust and reciprocity (cognitive dimension of SC), open and quality communication (structural dimension of SC) are conducive to intrapreneurial activities. Having intrapreneurial orientations allow these organizations to gain a competitive advantage than organizations that are low in such characteristics. Intrapreneurial organizations engage in new business venturing, are innovative, continuously renew themselves, and are proactive. In transitional economies moving towards more developed economies' SC can be particularly critical for profitability and survival because of its influence on intrapreneurship.
Directions for future research
This study was conducted in Iran. For wider applicability of the findings, the study should be expanded to a broader geographical context (preferably in the countries at different development stages). Also, longitudinal analysis of the relationship between constructs should be performed to determine if there is a time lag in construct correlation. Advancements to the model could come if other constructs were introduced, particularly information and communication technology as an enabler and contributor to SC and intrapreneurship. New conceptualization will be good if we check the SC and intrapreneurship influence on the overall organizational performance. To purchase reprints of this article please e-mail: reprints@emeraldinsight.com Or visit our web site for further details: www.emeraldinsight.com/reprints
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